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Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) 
for his work on this. It has been a 
pleasure in the Subcommittee on 
Crime to serve with him. I did want to 
respond, simply as a Federal pros-
ecutor, I have had experience in re-
quests for wiretap authority. All I can 
say is that the Department of Justice, 
from my experience, uses it very, very 
rarely. 

One of the reasons is that, in order to 
have wiretap permission, one has to get 
authorization at a very, very high level 
in the Department of Justice. So there 
are a number of tools to screen the 
overuse of wiretap authority. Then, 
secondly, there are numerous protec-
tions in it, such as one has to go to a 
Federal judge. For those reasons, it is 
not something that is a routine law en-
forcement tool, as it should not be. 

I think that the gentleman from Vir-
ginia is absolutely correct. This should 
be a tool that should be reserved for 
the very difficult cases and not just 
used in a routine fashion. That is some-
thing that we certainly share, and I 
hope that the Department of Justice 
will always maintain that view of wire-
tap authority. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs. 
JOHNSON), who has really been the 
pusher behind this legislation, an ex-
traordinary advocate for children.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) and also 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM) for their leadership and 
help in bringing this issue and this bill 
to the floor. 

As I learned from meetings with Cus-
toms Service agents, students, parents 
and teachers, predators lurk no longer 
just around the playground. They lurk 
in every computer. I was born and 
raised in Chicago, not in the suburbs, 
but in Chicago. I played in the streets 
and in the alleys of my neighborhood. 
Yet, I felt safe. I felt safe because I was 
taught that, if I did not go certain 
places, I would be safe. We were taught 
by our parents, do not go here. Do not 
go there. Stay within these param-
eters. Because we were taught about 
the dangers around us, we were safe. 

Now we have to teach our kids about 
the dangers that lurk on the Internet 
so they too can enjoy the wonderful re-
sources the Internet can make avail-
able to them but enjoy those resources 
in safety. 

Twenty-five million kids ages 10 to 17 
use the Internet. The risks are very 
high, and protections for our children 
need to be even higher. 

During one visit to Connecticut, a 
Customs agent entered a chat room 
camouflaged as a teenage girl and 
within minutes was solicited by no less 

than five individuals seeking informa-
tion about what she looked like, where 
she lived, what she liked to do, all 
under the guise of being her friend. 

Such contacts have led to agree-
ments between children and adults to 
meet, to meet the new friend. They 
have led to sexual abuse. But, fortu-
nately, in Connecticut so far, none of 
these encounters have led to abduction 
and murder. 

The National Center for Missing and 
Exploited Children estimates that 
there are over 10,000 Web sites main-
tained by pedophiles. There are even 
more child pornography sites with as 
much as 80 percent of it coming from 
other countries. 

One of the chat rooms I was shown 
was named, this was just on the list, 
named ‘‘infant rape and torture.’’ 
Times have changed. The dangers are 
all around us. We must change our laws 
to arm our investigators with the 
power they need to protect our chil-
dren. 

This legislation would create several 
new predicate offenses for which a Fed-
eral agent can seek permission to wire-
tap a suspect. While I respect the con-
cerns that have been raised on the floor 
here, our bill is essential if these kids 
are to be protected from those in the 
Internet who would seek them out, be-
friend them, and arrange to meet them 
in places through which they can sexu-
ally assault them or, as has happened, 
and will happen more and more often, 
lead to their harm and sometimes to 
their murder. 

Our bill simply modernizes the stat-
ute. The officers would still have to 
present their case to a judge. So I urge 
support of this important legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). The question is on the motion of-
fered by the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
3484, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

AMERICAN COMPETITIVENESS IN 
THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY 
ACT OF 2000 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 2045) to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act with respect to H–
1B nonimmigrant aliens, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 2045

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘American Com-

petitiveness in the Twenty-first Century Act of 
2000’’. 
SEC. 2. TEMPORARY INCREASE IN VISA ALLOT-

MENTS. 
In addition to the number of aliens who may 

be issued visas or otherwise provided non-
immigrant status under section 
101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101 (a)(15)(H)(i)(b)), the 
following number of aliens may be issued such 
visas or otherwise provided such status for each 
of the following fiscal years: 

(1) 80,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
(2) 87,500 for fiscal year 2001; and 
(3) 130,000 for fiscal year 2002. 

SEC. 3. SPECIAL RULE FOR UNIVERSITIES, RE-
SEARCH FACILITIES, AND GRADUATE 
DEGREE RECIPIENTS. 

Section 214(g) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184(g)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraphs: 

‘‘(5) The numerical limitations contained in 
paragraph (1)(A) shall not apply to any non-
immigrant alien issued a visa or otherwise pro-
vided status under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b)—

‘‘(A) who is employed (or has received an offer 
of employment) at—

‘‘(i) an institution of higher education (as de-
fined in section 101(a) of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001(a))), or a related or 
affiliated nonprofit entity; or 

‘‘(ii) a nonprofit research organization or a 
governmental research organization; or 

‘‘(B) for whom a petition is filed not more 
than 90 days before or not more than 180 days 
after the nonimmigrant has attained a master’s 
degree or higher degree from an institution of 
higher education (as defined in section 101(a) of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1001(a))). 

‘‘(6) Any alien who ceases to be employed by 
an employer described in paragraph (5)(A) shall, 
if employed as a nonimmigrant alien described 
in section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b), be counted toward 
the numerical limitations contained in para-
graph (1)(A) the first time the alien is employed 
by an employer other than one described in 
paragraph (5)(A).’’. 
SEC. 4. LIMITATION ON PER COUNTRY CEILING 

WITH RESPECT TO EMPLOYMENT-
BASED IMMIGRANTS. 

(a) SPECIAL RULES.—Section 202(a) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(a)) 
is amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) RULES FOR EMPLOYMENT-BASED IMMI-
GRANTS.—

‘‘(A) EMPLOYMENT-BASED IMMIGRANTS NOT 
SUBJECT TO PER COUNTRY LIMITATION IF ADDI-
TIONAL VISAS AVAILABLE.—If the total number of 
visas available under paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), 
or (5) of section 203(b) for a calendar quarter ex-
ceeds the number of qualified immigrants who 
may otherwise be issued such visas, the visas 
made available under that paragraph shall be 
issued without regard to the numerical limita-
tion under paragraph (2) of this subsection dur-
ing the remainder of the calendar quarter. 

‘‘(B) LIMITING FALL ACROSS FOR CERTAIN 
COUNTRIES SUBJECT TO SUBSECTION (e).—In the 
case of a foreign state or dependent area to 
which subsection (e) applies, if the total number 
of visas issued under section 203(b) exceeds the 
maximum number of visas that may be made 
available to immigrants of the state or area 
under section 203(b) consistent with subsection 
(e) (determined without regard to this para-
graph), in applying subsection (e) all visas shall 
be deemed to have been required for the classes 
of aliens specified in section 203(b).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 202(a)(2) of the Immigration and 

Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(a)(2)) is amended 
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by striking ‘‘paragraphs (3) and (4)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘paragraphs (3), (4), and (5)’’.

(2) Section 202(e)(3) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1152(e)(3)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘the proportion of the visa numbers’’ 
and inserting ‘‘except as provided in subsection 
(a)(5), the proportion of the visa numbers’’. 

(c) ONE-TIME PROTECTION UNDER PER COUN-
TRY CEILING.—Notwithstanding section 214(g)(4) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, any 
alien who—

(1) is the beneficiary of a petition filed under 
section 204(a) for a preference status under 
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of section 203(b); and 

(2) would be subject to the per country limita-
tions applicable to immigrants under those para-
graphs but for this subsection, 
may apply for, and the Attorney General may 
grant, an extension of such nonimmigrant sta-
tus until the alien’s application for adjustment 
of status has been processed and a decision 
made thereon. 
SEC. 5. INCREASED PORTABILITY OF H–1B STA-

TUS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 214 of the Immigra-

tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(m)(1) A nonimmigrant alien described in 
paragraph (2) who was previously issued a visa 
or otherwise provided nonimmigrant status 
under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) is authorized to 
accept new employment upon the filing by the 
prospective employer of a new petition on behalf 
of such nonimmigrant as provided under sub-
section (a). Employment authorization shall 
continue for such alien until the new petition is 
adjudicated. If the new petition is denied, em-
ployment authorization shall cease. 

‘‘(2) A nonimmigrant alien described in this 
paragraph is a nonimmigrant alien—

‘‘(A) who has been lawfully admitted into the 
United States; 

‘‘(B) on whose behalf an employer has filed a 
nonfrivolous application for new employment or 
extension of status before the date of expiration 
of the period of stay authorized by the Attorney 
General; and 

‘‘(C) who has not been employed without au-
thorization in the United States before or during 
the pendency of such petition for new employ-
ment.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to petitions filed 
before, on, or after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 6. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZED STAY IN 

CASES OF LENGTHY ADJUDICA-
TIONS. 

(a) EXEMPTION FROM LIMITATION.—The limi-
tation contained in section 214(g)(4) of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act with respect to 
the duration of authorized stay shall not apply 
to any nonimmigrant alien previously issued a 
visa or otherwise provided nonimmigrant status 
under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i)(b) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act on whose behalf a peti-
tion under section 204(b) to accord the alien im-
migrant status under section 203(b), or an appli-
cation for adjustment of status under section 245 
to accord the alien status under section 203(b), 
has been filed, if 365 days or more have elapsed 
since the filing of a labor certification applica-
tion on the alien’s behalf, if such certification is 
required for the alien to obtain status under sec-
tion 203(b), or if 365 days or more have elapsed 
since the filing of the petition under section 
204(b). 

(b) EXTENSION OF H1–B WORKER STATUS.—
The Attorney General shall extend the stay of 
an alien who qualifies for an exemption under 
subsection (a) in one-year increments until such 
time as a final decision is made on the alien’s 
lawful permanent residence. 

SEC. 7. EXTENSION OF CERTAIN REQUIREMENTS 
AND AUTHORITIES THROUGH FIS-
CAL YEAR 2002. 

(a) ATTESTATION REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
212(n)(1)(E)(ii)) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1182(n)(1)(E)(ii)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘October 1, 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘Oc-
tober 1, 2002’’. 

(b) FEE REQUIREMENTS.—Section 214(c)(9)(A) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1184(c)(9)(A)) is amended in the text 
above clause (i) by striking ‘‘October 1, 2001’’ 
and inserting ‘‘October 1, 2002’’. 

(c) DEPARTMENT OF LABOR INVESTIGATIVE AU-
THORITIES.—Section 413(e)(2) of the American 
Competitiveness and Workforce Improvement 
Act of 1998 (as contained in title IV of division 
C of Public Law 105–277) is amended by striking 
‘‘September 30, 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘September 
30, 2002’’. 
SEC. 8. RECOVERY OF VISAS USED FRAUDU-

LENTLY. 
Section 214(g)(3) of the Immigration and Na-

tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1184 (g)(3)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(3) Aliens who are subject to the numerical 
limitations of paragraph (1) shall be issued visas 
(or otherwise provided nonimmigrant status) in 
the order in which petitions are filed for such 
visas or status. If an alien who was issued a 
visa or otherwise provided nonimmigrant status 
and counted against the numerical limitations 
of paragraph (1) is found to have been issued 
such visa or otherwise provided such status by 
fraud or willfully misrepresenting a material 
fact and such visa or nonimmigrant status is re-
voked, then one number shall be restored to the 
total number of aliens who may be issued visas 
or otherwise provided such status under the nu-
merical limitations of paragraph (1) in the fiscal 
year in which the petition is revoked, regardless 
of the fiscal year in which the petition was ap-
proved.’’. 
SEC. 9. NSF STUDY AND REPORT ON THE ‘‘DIG-

ITAL DIVIDE’’. 
(a) STUDY.—The National Science Foundation 

shall conduct a study of the divergence in access 
to high technology (commonly referred to as the 
‘‘digital divide’’) in the United States. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Director 
of the National Science Foundation shall submit 
a report to Congress setting forth the findings of 
the study conducted under subsection (a). 
SEC. 10. MODIFICATION OF NONIMMIGRANT PETI-

TIONER ACCOUNT PROVISIONS. 
(a) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Section 286(s) of 

the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1356(s)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘56.3 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘36.2 percent’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘28.2 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘30.7 percent’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking ‘‘4 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘2.5 percent’’. 

(b) LOW-INCOME SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.—
Section 414(d)(3) of the American Competitive-
ness and Workforce Improvement Act of 1998 (as 
contained in title IV of division C of Public Law 
105–277) is amended by striking ‘‘2,500 per 
year.’’ and inserting ‘‘3,125 per year. The Direc-
tor may renew scholarships for up to 4 years.’’. 

(c) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION GRANT 
PROGRAM.—Section 286(s)(4)(B) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1356(s)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION COMPETI-
TIVE GRANT PROGRAM FOR K–12 MATH, SCIENCE 
AND TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION.—(i) 25.8 percent of 
the amounts deposited into the H–1B Non-
immigrant Petitioner Account shall remain 
available to the Director of the National Science 
Foundation until expended to carry out a direct 
and/or matching grant program to support pri-
vate-public partnerships in K–12 education. 

‘‘(ii) TYPES OF PROGRAMS COVERED.—The Di-
rector shall award grants to such programs, in-
cluding, those which support the development 
and implementation of standards-based instruc-
tional materials models and related student as-
sessments that enable K–12 students to acquire 
an understanding of science, mathematics, and 
technology, as well as to develop critical think-
ing skills; provide systemic improvement in 
training K–12 teachers and education for stu-
dents in science, mathematics, and technology; 
stimulate system-wide K–12 reform of science, 
mathematics, and technology in rural, economi-
cally disadvantaged regions of the United 
States; provide externships and other opportuni-
ties for students to increase their appreciation 
and understanding of science, mathematics, en-
gineering, and technology; involve partnerships 
of industry, educational institutions, and com-
munity organizations to address the educational 
needs of disadvantaged communities; and col-
lege preparatory support to expose and prepare 
students for careers in science, mathematics, en-
gineering, and technology.’’. 

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 414 of 
the American Competitiveness and Workforce 
Improvement Act of 1998 (as contained in title 
IV of division C of Public Law 105–277) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(e) The Secretary of the Department of Labor 
and the Director of the National Science Foun-
dation shall—

‘‘(1) track and monitor the performance of 
programs receiving H–1B Nonimmigrant Fee 
grant money; and 

‘‘(2) not later than one year after the date of 
enactment of this subsection, submit a report to 
the Committees on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate—

‘‘(A) the tracking system to monitor the per-
formance of programs receiving H–1B grant 
funding; and 

‘‘(B) the number of individuals who have com-
pleted training and have entered the high-skill 
workforce through these programs.’’. 
SEC. 11. KIDS 2000 CRIME PREVENTION AND COM-

PUTER EDUCATION INITIATIVE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be cited 

as the ‘‘Kids 2000 Act’’. 
(b) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following 

findings: 
(1) There is an increasing epidemic of juvenile 

crime throughout the United States. 
(2) It is well documented that the majority of 

juvenile crimes take place during after-school 
hours. 

(3) Knowledge of technology is becoming in-
creasingly necessary for children in school and 
out of school. 

(4) The Boys and Girls Clubs of America have 
2,700 clubs throughout all 50 States, serving over 
3,000,000 boys and girls primarily from at-risk 
communities. 

(5) The Boys and Girls Clubs of America have 
the physical structures in place for immediate 
implementation of an after-school technology 
program. 

(6) Building technology centers and providing 
integrated content and full-time staffing at 
those centers in the Boys and Girls Clubs of 
America nationwide will help foster education, 
job training, and an alternative to crime for at-
risk youth. 

(7) Partnerships between the public sector and 
the private sector are an effective way of pro-
viding after-school technology programs in the 
Boys and Girls Clubs of America. 

(8) PowerUp: Bridging the Digital Divide is an 
entity comprised of more than a dozen nonprofit 
organizations, major corporations, and Federal 
agencies that have joined together to launch a 
major new initiative to help ensure that Amer-
ica’s underserved young people acquire the 
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skills, experiences, and resources they need to 
succeed in the digital age. 

(9) Bringing PowerUp into the Boys and Girls 
Clubs of America will be an effective way to en-
sure that our youth have a safe, crime-free envi-
ronment in which to learn the technological 
skills they need to close the divide between 
young people who have access to computer-
based information and technology-related skills 
and those who do not. 

(c) AFTER-SCHOOL TECHNOLOGY GRANTS TO 
THE BOYS AND GIRLS CLUBS OF AMERICA.—

(1) PURPOSES.—The Attorney General shall 
make grants to the Boys and Girls Clubs of 
America for the purpose of funding effective 
after-school technology programs, such as 
PowerUp, in order to provide—

(A) constructive technology-focused activities 
that are part of a comprehensive program to 
provide access to technology and technology 
training to youth during after-school hours, 
weekends, and school vacations; 

(B) supervised activities in safe environments 
for youth; and 

(C) full-time staffing with teachers, tutors, 
and other qualified personnel. 

(2) SUBAWARDS.—The Boys and Girls Clubs of 
America shall make subawards to local boys and 
girls clubs authorizing expenditures associated 
with providing technology programs such as 
PowerUp, including the hiring of teachers and 
other personnel, procurement of goods and serv-
ices, including computer equipment, or such 
other purposes as are approved by the Attorney 
General. 

(d) APPLICATIONS.—
(1) ELIGIBILITY.—In order to be eligible to re-

ceive a grant under this section, an applicant 
for a subaward (specified in subsection (c)(2)) 
shall submit an application to the Boys and 
Girls Clubs of America, in such form and con-
taining such information as the Attorney Gen-
eral may reasonably require. 

(2) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—Each appli-
cation submitted in accordance with paragraph 
(1) shall include—

(A) a request for a subgrant to be used for the 
purposes of this section; 

(B) a description of the communities to be 
served by the grant, including the nature of ju-
venile crime, violence, and drug use in the com-
munities; 

(C) written assurances that Federal funds re-
ceived under this section will be used to supple-
ment and not supplant, non-Federal funds that 
would otherwise be available for activities fund-
ed under this section;

(D) written assurances that all activities 
funded under this section will be supervised by 
qualified adults; 

(E) a plan for assuring that program activities 
will take place in a secure environment that is 
free of crime and drugs; 

(F) a plan outlining the utilization of content-
based programs such as PowerUp, and the pro-
vision of trained adult personnel to supervise 
the after-school technology training; and 

(G) any additional statistical or financial in-
formation that the Boys and Girls Clubs of 
America may reasonably require. 

(e) GRANT AWARDS.—In awarding subgrants 
under this section, the Boys and Girls Clubs of 
America shall consider—

(1) the ability of the applicant to provide the 
intended services; 

(2) the history and establishment of the appli-
cant in providing youth activities; and 

(3) the extent to which services will be pro-
vided in crime-prone areas and technologically 
underserved populations, and efforts to achieve 
an equitable geographic distribution of the 
grant awards. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be ap-

propriated $20,000,000 for each of the fiscal 

years 2001 through 2006 to carry out this sec-
tion. 

(2) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—Funds to carry out 
this section may be derived from the Violent 
Crime Reduction Trust Fund. 

(3) CONTINUED AVAILABILITY.—Amounts made 
available under this subsection shall remain 
available until expended.

Amend the title to read as follows: ‘‘A bill 
to amend the Immigration and Nationality 
Act with respect to H–1B nonimmigrant 
aliens, and to establish a crime prevention 
and computer education initiative.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. CANNON) and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. CANNON). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on S. 2045, as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased today to 

rise in support of this legislation. I am 
pleased that we are moving forward on 
this vital issue for our economy. 

America is ascendant. We have a 
strong, consumer-driven, innovative 
economy that is continuing to grow. 
We have more high-tech products 
available to our citizens than any 
other country in the world. Low-cost, 
high-speed access to the Internet is be-
coming a reality for every person in 
America. The latest employment num-
bers show that this high technology-
driven economy has created 340,000 new 
jobs and the unemployment rate is at 
3.9 percent, a 30-year low. 

The legislation before us today will 
help this economic prosperity continue 
by meeting the critical need for skilled 
workers, workers we cannot get enough 
of. A key but little known fact about 
this booming high-tech economy is 
that it is dependent upon skilled work-
ers. We need those. That is like life-
blood for us. 

We cannot produce enough of these 
highly skilled workers quickly enough 
from our own education system to keep 
pace with the demand. For years we 
have had a special immigration pro-
gram, the H–1B visa, which allows 
highly skilled workers to come to this 
country temporarily to work for Amer-
ican companies in order to meet crit-
ical shortages of skilled personnel. 

Unfortunately, the current program 
still does not provide enough visas to 
meet the growing demands and the 
growing shortfall of domestically edu-
cated high-tech workers. The current 
ceiling of 115,000 visas per year was 
reached in March, less than halfway 
through the current fiscal year. 

All the world wants to come to this 
land of opportunity to develop and 
market their ideas. We want them to 
come. We want everyone to be able to 
follow his or her dreams and enrich 
themselves and enrich this country. 
The fact that the best and the bright-
est from the rest of the world want to 
come here and work and learn, to in-
vent and build businesses is the ulti-
mate compliment to our system. We 
should welcome them with open arms. 
This is how America spreads democ-
racy and the rule of law. The people 
will make our country and our econ-
omy better while they are here and will 
take our concept of freedom back to 
their homes and initiate change there. 

We have worked hard on this H–1B 
legislation to open the doors wide to 
educated people, so that they can come 
to the United States and give us the 
benefits as they develop their ideas. 
This is the American dream. It should 
be available to everyone everywhere. 

The American Competitiveness in the 
21st Century Act of 2000 will feed the 
high-tech economy with these vital 
workers by providing 195,000 H–1B visas 
in fiscal 2000, and that is 80,000 in addi-
tion to the 115,000 we currently have; 
195,000 for the fiscal year 2001, and 
195,000 for fiscal 2002. 

Our opponents complain that a great-
er focus on education of American 
workers is the answer. But this long-
term solution cannot meet today’s 
critical need.

b 1830 
American companies will always 

want to recruit the top professionals 
they can find, but there is no reason 
why they should have to choose be-
tween hiring the most qualified em-
ployees now to meet their immediate 
needs and support long-term excellence 
in our schools in the high-tech work-
force. They can do both. We can do 
both. 

The supporters of this legislation 
read like a who’s who of the most inno-
vative, fastest-growing companies in 
America, the companies who drive this 
economy forward: Microsoft, Intel, 
Sysco Systems, Sun Microsystems, 
Hewlett Packard, and Texas Instru-
ments. Their demands are infinitely 
reasonable. The only shame in all this 
is that we have to spend a year work-
ing with Congress to allow them to 
hire people and create more jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I plan to support this 
bill before us, even though it got out of 
the Senate only hours ago; yesterday 
sometime. 

The legislation before us today would 
adjust the H–1B visa cap to meet the 
immediate and critical needs of our 
high-technology economy. To tell the 
truth, the bill is a significant improve-
ment to the committee-passed bill in 
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the Judiciary, which would have im-
posed significant new restrictions that 
would have made it far more difficult 
for American employers to utilize the 
H–1B program. 

This enormous success of our Amer-
ican economy has, in large part, been 
driven by our information technology 
industry. As a matter of fact, the De-
partment of Commerce estimates that 
more than 1.3 million technology work-
ers will be needed over the next decade. 
Where are we going to get them? En-
suring that the United States has suffi-
cient, qualified, high-technology per-
sonnel will be a critical determinant of 
the success of our national economy 
over the years to come. So I believe it 
is imperative that we add some tem-
porary visas, that we provide for great-
er permanent visas, and that we at-
tempt to educate our own citizens so 
that we can meet these needs. 

But I must point out that there are 
some concerns that I have with the 
manner that this legislation came to 
the floor. First off, we are taking up 
the Senate-passed bill under suspension 
of the rules; there is only one copy in 
this room, and it is at the Speaker’s 
desk. There is no opportunity for 
amendment by anyone in the Congress. 
In this respect, I would note that the 
bill before us does not contain the in-
crease in visa fees provided under the 
Lofgren-Dreier bill. This is not a good 
occasion. By contrast, that bill would 
have increased fees by $500 and then al-
located 90 percent of the additional 
revenue to the existing math, com-
puter science, engineering and science 
related enrichment and regional skills 
alliances designed to train current 
workers. 

In other words, our measure would 
have allowed us to begin to prepare 
qualified high-tech workers inside the 
United States. The Clinton administra-
tion likewise has some excellent pro-
posals in the fee area, and I hope that 
this language will be added to some 
other piece of legislation before we ad-
journ. 

Number two, the bill fails to contain 
any of the Latino Fairness provisions 
that those of us in the House, particu-
larly the Congressional Hispanic Cau-
cus, led by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD), and spe-
cifically worked on by our distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) and other 
Members in the House and Senate who 
have been pushing these provisions 
urged by the Congressional Hispanic 
Caucus and by the Congressional Black 
Caucus. These provisions would provide 
immigration parity for Central Ameri-
cans and Haitians, would grant late 
amnesty to individuals unfairly denied 
relief under the 1986 law, and restore 
section 245(i) relief to persons seeking 
to adjust their immigration status in 
the United States. 

In my view, if we are going to open 
our borders to hundreds of thousands of 

foreign nationals who do not live here 
to fill employment needs under the H–
1B program, the very least we can do is 
address the existing inequities faced by 
persons who already live and work here 
and have family ties in this country. 

Yet the majority continues to ignore 
these very reasonable proposals. They 
have refused to give us a hearing in the 
Committee on the Judiciary; and, thus, 
we have not had a markup. Today we 
do not even have the opportunity of of-
fering an amendment so that we can 
vote our conscience on the House floor. 

In terms of the immigration parity 
provisions, relief is needed to correct 
unfair and discriminatory provisions 
enacted by the majority in the last two 
Congresses. In 1996, this Congress made 
it almost impossible for deserving im-
migrants to obtain suspension or de-
portation relief. In 1997, they com-
pounded the problem by offering relief 
from the 1996 law to Cubans and Nica-
raguans but not other Central Ameri-
cans or Haitians. 

I want to quickly add that our Cuban 
American Members of Congress joined 
us in supporting a modification that 
would include Central Americans and 
Haitians, and I compliment them for 
that. 

The individuals we want to protect 
came to our shores fleeing persecution 
at home. They have jobs and families 
and roots in this country. They deserve 
the same consideration we have given 
other groups of immigrants. 

As for the late amnesty provisions, 
there is a need to restore fairness to 
those immigrants who were eligible to 
apply for legalization in the mid-1980s 
but were not able to do so because the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice misinterpreted the law that the 
Congress passed. Had their application 
been timely processed, most of these 
immigrants would already be citizens. 

In 1996, the majority compounded the 
problem once again by stripping the 
courts of their authority to grant relief 
for the wronged legalization appli-
cants. Updating the registry date to 
1986 will avoid all of these problems. 

So I support the bill with these res-
ervations. It is a marked improvement 
over our committee product, but I 
pledge today that our work should not 
be considered yet done on immigration 
in this Congress. We must increase the 
fees, otherwise we will be giving our 
children and workers the short shrift 
in terms of education funding. We have 
people here that can and deserve to be 
high-tech workers in the computer in-
dustry, and we must provide some eq-
uity to Latino and Haitian immigrants 
who are already here. 

Please, members of this committee, 
as a nation of immigrants, we cannot 
shut our doors and hearts to these indi-
viduals. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 

thank the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) for his limited support 
of this bill. It is an important bill. 

I would just point out that the Sen-
ate version has been around for a very 
long time. There are at least two cop-
ies; the Speaker has a copy and my 
staff has a copy here. So the issue has 
been around for a while and it is a very 
important issue that we need to move 
forward with under the current cir-
cumstances. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SMITH), the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Immigration and 
Claims. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to recognize two Members on the 
House floor tonight. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER), who is 
chairman of the House Committee on 
Rules, has been a tireless advocate on 
behalf of the high-tech industry. I do 
not know of anyone who has worked 
harder, invested more time and energy, 
or is more responsible for the bill that 
we are considering tonight being on the 
House floor, and I would like to con-
gratulate him in advance on the ex-
pected passage of this bill. 

Second of all, the gentleman from 
Utah (Mr. CANNON), who just yielded 
me the time, is an active member of 
the Subcommittee on Immigration and 
Claims, and he too has been a steadfast 
advocate of the high-tech industry. The 
gentleman from Utah himself is an en-
trepreneur and he understands first-
hand the needs of the high-tech indus-
try. 

Mr. Speaker, although there is still 
no objective credible study that docu-
ments the shortage of American high-
tech workers, the INS said recently 
that the demand for highly skilled for-
eign workers is running at least 50,000 
ahead of last year. Such a demand can 
indicate an actual shortage of Amer-
ican workers, a spot shortage, a pref-
erence for cheap labor or replacement 
workers, or something else. But be-
cause of the importance of the high-
tech industry to our economy, I think 
we should give the industry the benefit 
of the doubt. 

But giving high-tech companies the 
benefit of the doubt is not without 
risk, unless we safeguard American 
workers. We need to recognize the op-
position of the American people to an 
H–1B visa increase, Mr. Speaker. Two 
major polls demonstrate that the vast 
majority of Americans do not want to 
see the number of high-tech visas in-
creased so much and worry that it will 
hurt American workers. 

A Peter Hart poll conducted in March 
found that 73 percent of Americans do 
not want to see immigration law 
changed to allow the entry of more for-
eign high-tech workers. Only 20 percent 
wanted more foreign workers. 

A Harris poll, released in September 
1998, found that 82 percent of Ameri-
cans do not want to see the H–1B quota 
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increased. The poll found that 77 per-
cent of Americans believe that an in-
crease in H–1B visas reduces employ-
ment opportunities for American work-
ers. And 86 percent of Americans be-
lieve that U.S. companies should train 
U.S. workers to perform jobs in tech-
nical fields, even if it is faster and less 
expensive to fill the jobs with foreign 
workers.

To satisfy the concerns of the Amer-
ican people, we need to protect Amer-
ican workers from being undercut by 
foreign workers in the H–1B program. 
S.2045 contains no significant provi-
sions to protect these American work-
ers. It does not require most companies 
to make a good-faith effort to recruit 
U.S. workers before hiring foreign 
workers. It allows all but a small hand-
ful of firms to lay off American work-
ers and replace the American workers 
with foreign workers. 

Why would anyone oppose these com-
mon sense safeguards? What amazes me 
is that in all the discussions I have had 
with representatives of high-tech com-
panies, not a single one has expressed 
any concern about the impact of this 
legislation on American workers. How 
could anyone oppose a safeguard that 
says American workers could not be 
fired and replaced by a foreign worker? 
How could anyone not agree to adver-
tise for American workers before hiring 
from abroad? How could anyone oppose 
paying foreign workers what the aver-
age beginning salary is for American 
college graduates, unless they want to 
undercut American wages? 

The Committee on the Judiciary 
passed a bill, H.R. 4227, that contains 
an additional crucial safeguard for 
American workers. The Committee on 
the Judiciary passed a bill that set a 
floor on wages for these workers; 
$40,000 per year. This wage is a good 
starting point for any high-tech profes-
sional. It is a salary that American 
students fresh out of college are mak-
ing. This crucial safeguard would pre-
vent U.S. companies from hiring for-
eign workers to undercut the wages of 
American workers. 

Strong anti-fraud measures are also 
necessary to address known abuses. An 
article in last Thursday’s ‘‘San Fran-
cisco Chronicle’’ says it all: ‘‘Federal 
authorities have started nationwide in-
vestigations into the hiring of foreign 
high-tech workers, including charges of 
visa fraud and allegations that the 
practice is riddled with abuse.’’ The 
Chronicle quotes Bill Yates of the INS 
as stating, ‘‘But are we catching most 
of the fraud? The truthful answer is 
that we are not. If it is the intention of 
the employee or the employer to de-
fraud the government, you may not be 
able to ferret it out.’’ 

A just-released Government Account-
ing Office report states, ‘‘There is not 
sufficient assurance that INS reviews 
are adequate for detecting program 
noncompliance or abuse. The program 

is vulnerable to abuse, both by employ-
ers who do not have bona fide jobs to 
fill or do not meet required labor con-
ditions, and by potential workers who 
present false credentials.

b 1845 

‘‘The goals of preventing abuse of the 
program and providing efficient serv-
ices to employers and workers are not 
being achieved. Evidence suggests that 
program noncompliance or abuse by 
employers may be more prevalent than 
under other laws.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, any H–1B bill should 
contain effective antifraud measures as 
are contained in the Committee on the 
Judiciary-passed H.R. 4227. S. 2045 con-
tains no such antifraud measures. 

Mr. Speaker, in return for giving 
high-tech companies hundreds of thou-
sands of more foreign workers, all we 
ask on behalf of American workers is 
some minimal, basic, common sense 
safeguards to ensure that businesses do 
not want to hire cheap foreign workers 
at the expense of American workers. 
While this bill has taken significant 
steps to alleviate the presumed short-
age with more training for American 
workers, such provisions will not yield 
benefits for many years. 

Supplying future workers is a dif-
ferent issue altogether from shielding 
today’s American workers from the 
consequences of admitting so many 
workers from other countries. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress should not 
turn its back on American workers. 

Again I appreciate and recognize the 
work done by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) and by the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CANNON) and 
congratulate them. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN), who worked harder on this 
measure than any other member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
very good bill that should become law. 
I am a little bit surprised that we are 
standing here tonight. We did not real-
ize that the bill would be brought up 
this evening and actually when I 
learned that it would be, I was stand-
ing in line buying a new computer to 
replace my computer which had its 
memory burned out in a power surge 
recently. I was glad I was able to get 
into the car pool lanes and get here in 
time to talk about why this bill de-
serves our support. 

It was about a year ago that I began 
drafting some of the measures that ul-
timately found their way into the bill 
passed by the Senate last night. But I 
was not the only one on our side of the 
aisle who worked on this bill. A core 
group, including the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DOOLEY), the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN), the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. ESHOO), 
and the gentleman from Washington 

(Mr. SMITH) really put in the extra ef-
fort as a drafting committee and cer-
tainly the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS), the ranking member, 
has been a leader in moving this for-
ward along with the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MATSUI), and finally 
our hero in this on our side of the aisle, 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. GEP-
HARDT), the minority leader, who has 
been stalwart in his efforts to make 
sure that we would get a bill such as 
this passed. 

Mr. Speaker, I have to give the Sen-
ate credit. This bill is better than any 
of the other bills that have been put to-
gether, including the one we drafted, 
because it takes the best of so many 
measures and includes them all. It does 
things that are important in reforming 
the permanent side of the immigration 
system which is almost broken because 
of bureaucratic delay. It allows for 
portability of H–1B status as well as 
portability of I–140s and labor certifi-
cations. It does something about the 
per-country limits that would, absent a 
remedy, mean that scientists from cer-
tain Asian countries would be dis-
advantaged versus scientists from Eu-
ropean countries. This fixes that prob-
lem. There is lots of good news in this 
bill, and we should all support it. 

There are, however, two things that 
are not in the bill that I think we need 
to fix. The first has been mentioned by 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) and that has to do with the 
Central American refugee issue as well 
as the legalization era from the Reagan 
administration. We hoped that those 
two measures would become law this 
year as part of the Commerce-State-
Justice bill. The President has threat-
ened to veto the bill if these Latino 
fairness issues are not included, and 152 
Democrats last week wrote a letter to 
the President saying he would sustain 
his veto if Latino fairness issues are 
not included in the Commerce-State-
Justice bill. So we are sure that that is 
going to happen. 

The second issue is the fee issue that 
has already been mentioned. The Sen-
ate parliamentarian correctly ruled 
that the fee in the Senate bill was a 
revenue increase and therefore could 
not be initiated on the Senate side. I do 
not believe we should stop this process 
of moving the bill forward. We should 
pass this bill just as it is so we do not 
have to conference it. But that means 
we are going to have to include a fee in 
another measure, probably an appro-
priations bill that is moving forward. I 
am sure that we will get the support of 
our colleagues across the aisle to make 
sure that happens because there was 
broad bipartisan support for a fee that 
would fund education and training pro-
grams. 

I think that we have cleared the deck 
for approval of this bill. It is the best 
bill that has been considered yet. I 
would urge all of us to vote for it and 
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to vote for it with some great degree of 
enthusiasm. As Alan Greenspan has 
pointed out, much of our economic 
prosperity is very much related to the 
Ph.D’s who have come in from all 
around the world to come and be Amer-
icans with us. We are the better for 
that.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER). 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to this legisla-
tion. This legislation is nothing more 
than a betrayal of American working 
people. Why should we bring in 240,000 
foreigners in order to depress the wages 
in the United States of America? That 
is exactly what we are talking about 
here. 

There are enough Americans to do 
these jobs. The only thing that is lack-
ing is the pay levels and the training. 
So instead of requiring our companies 
to train people to do these high-tech 
jobs who are unemployed now, like 
laid-off aerospace industries, or to pay 
a little bit more money to attract our 
kids coming out of school, no, instead 
we are going to bring in 240,000 for-
eigners to keep wages low. In times of 
prosperity if you believe in free enter-
prise, that is when wages are supposed 
to go up. But if we bring in 240,000 for-
eigners to take these good, high-paying 
tech jobs, those high-paying jobs which 
are now $60,000 that should go to 70 or 
$80,000 will stay at that level. 

What this bill does is, number one, 
betray our own people who are out of 
work who need that training, need 
those jobs, that are 50 years old; but 
the Bill Gates billionaires of the world 
would rather bring in foreigners and 
not have to pay for the training and 
not have to pay perhaps for the health 
benefits of someone who is a lot young-
er. We should not be subsidizing these 
billionaire high-tech companies and 
these billionaires who have made 
money up in the Silicon Valley. They 
should pay their workers more money, 
they should train them and, yes, let us 
have an incentive for more of our 
young people to go into these high-tech 
companies and high-tech skill areas. If 
we keep wages low, our students are 
not going to be attracted to these high-
tech areas. But if we let wages increase 
as the market would suggest, we will 
have our students go in that direction 
to try to get those jobs. 

For someone who believes in the 
market and supposedly the Repub-
licans believe in the market, this bill is 
a betrayal of our principles but a be-
trayal of America’s working people. 
Let us not bring in 240,000 foreigners to 
take jobs that could be done by Ameri-
cans if they had the training and the 
pay levels to get those jobs. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I want to thank the distinguished 

ranking member from Michigan, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER), the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN). A number of 
other of our colleagues have worked 
very hard on this legislation. It is good 
legislation. It is essential legislation. 
It benefits a great many industries 
critical to the health of our economy. 

But foremost among those sectors 
benefited is the high technology indus-
try. The reason for that is that in the 
next few years the demand for skilled 
technology workers will mushroom 
worldwide. In the United States alone 
we will need 1.4 million more computer 
programmers, computer scientists and 
engineers by the year 2003. Today, 2.5 
million workers work directly in the 
high technology industry; and while 
American firms dominate information 
technology markets worldwide, there 
are some 350,000 unfilled high tech-
nology jobs in the United States alone. 
To keep pace with demand each year 
for the next 10 years, the United States 
will have to train and hire an addi-
tional 130,000 computer scientists, engi-
neers, and systems analysts. 

And unlike many of those countries 
that are falling behind us, our strength 
is in our openness, openness to the flow 
of goods and services and capital and 
people. The warnings from the left and 
particularly from the right that more 
trade and immigration would throw na-
tive-born Americans out of work, de-
stroy jobs and drive down wages have 
proven to be spectacularly wrong. I am 
looking for my friend from California, 
because our economic expansion has 
continued at the highest pace ever. 
That was the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER), certainly 
not the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. LOFGREN), who obviously under-
stands the need. 

In the last decade trade and invest-
ment with and in the United States 
economy has reached record levels 
while the influx of legal immigrants 
has averaged close to a million per 
year. And yet contrary to all the isola-
tionists’ dire predictions, unemploy-
ment has fallen to a 30-year low, 22 
million new jobs have been created, 
real wages have been rising all across 
the income scale, and the current eco-
nomic expansion has just set a record 
as the longest in United States history. 

Until workforce training catches up 
to workforce demand, it is incumbent 
upon us to ensure that our employers 
have the ability to fill gaps in their 
workforce with qualified foreign na-
tional professionals. By allowing and 
encouraging the best and the brightest 
from around the globe to bring their 
knowledge and skills to the United 
States, and we are a Nation of immi-
grants, that is one of the reasons it is 
working so well, we can preserve our 
high-tech advantage over other coun-
tries while at the same time making 
sure that those same jobs do not move 

overseas. This is preventing those jobs 
from moving overseas. 

As we have heard, this legislation if 
enacted will ensure that Americans 
have the education skills and training 
to take these jobs if they choose to 
pursue the training opportunities that 
this bill will provide. The dedicated 
fees generated by this bill will ensure 
that current American workers can be 
retrained for high-tech, new economy 
jobs. That is why we need to support it. 

I thank the White House and the 
Democratic and Republican leadership. 
It is a fair and productive matter. Let 
us vote for it.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. OWENS). 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the proc-
ess is a betrayal. The process by which 
this important legislation has been 
brought to the floor is a betrayal of all 
of the reasonable Members of this 
House who are ready to move to meet 
an emergency. We understand that 
there is a great need for more workers 
to be brought in. We understand that 
there is a shortage, those figures are 
not rigged, that there is a shortage and 
it is mushrooming. We understand that 
we are going into a cyber-civilization 
and brain power is very important and 
we cannot hesitate and slow down the 
process. We understand the need to do 
something. 

But why have it brought to the floor 
in the form of a suspension bill and not 
have it debated on the floor of the 
House fully and not allow amendments 
to be introduced which would be very 
useful for this process? What we are 
doing here is steamrolling through a 
cap. We will have a cap which amounts 
to almost 600,000 people over a 3-year 
period. 600,000 people are going to be 
brought in without any further discus-
sion of the process of creating brain 
power. We are going to let nations like 
India and China, et cetera, create or let 
their school systems fill this need for 
us because we are not willing to debate 
and really come to grips with the proc-
ess that is needed to generate and de-
velop this kind of brain power in our 
own country. 

We have a $230 billion surplus this 
year and all of the proposals for edu-
cation have been milquetoast pro-
posals. We are not coming to grips with 
the fact that we need to invest very 
heavily in infrastructure, very heavily 
in computers and equipment. In the 
area of immigration alone, we are over-
looking a supply of manpower that is 
already here. There are large numbers 
of young people who come out of our 
high schools, they are undocumented, 
they come out of the high schools be-
cause they are allowed to go to public 
schools, but they cannot go to college 
and receive scholarships because they 
are undocumented. They have the 
brain power. I wanted to offer an 
amendment where they would be al-
lowed special status, also. There are 
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numerous amendments that were wait-
ing to be attached to this bill to make 
it better, and we have violated the 
trust of the people who wanted to 
make this happen.

b 1900 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I just had a phone call 

from the president and CEO of Intel, 
Mr. Craig Barrett, whose view of this is 
that we can either import workers, or 
export jobs. I think that is really what 
this comes down to. 

Part of the criticism of this bill has 
come from people who believe that 
bringing in new workers would keep 
wages low. As a practical matter, these 
people that are coming in with high 
skills and high education are making 
the pie bigger. They are making us all 
wealthier. That is just the fundamental 
distinction between the sides here. 

I would like to speak for a moment 
about this new economy and what is 
going on here. We talk about the new 
economy, the Internet economy, the e-
economy, and yet is there any part of 
our economy that is not affected by 
this? 

Consider, for instance, trucking. The 
first company in the country that 
adopted global satellite positioning for 
its trucks was from my district in 
Utah, England Trucking. Their profit-
ability skyrocketed initially when they 
did that, but now every other trucking 
company in the country is using that 
technology. And what has happened? 
The cost of trucking has plummeted 
because of that technology. Their 
greatest problem is getting enough 
drivers these days. 

If you look at every other element of 
our economy, take farming, for in-
stance. The price of a bushel of corn 
today is the same as it was essentially 
in 1950, unadjusted for inflation. That 
is because our farmers have been at the 
very cutting edge of technology. 

What we are doing with this bill is 
bringing in the people that will actu-
ally accelerate the rate at which we 
grow our economy and which we de-
velop new technologies. The amazing 
thing is that the rate at which we are 
absorbing new technology is accel-
erating, and the rate at which we have 
opportunities to expand technology are 
accelerating. 

For instance, the Proteon project 
now, which is the application of the 
knowledge we have developed through 
the human genome project, is mam-
moth; and the opportunities for human 
health and other development from 
just that one issue alone are tremen-
dous. 

So we do not have a dearth of jobs; 
we have a dearth of people to carry 
these great opportunities forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, in central Texas, work-
force development is the number one, 
overriding high-tech issue. From the 
work that my office does with one 
technology company after another in 
helping get H–1B visas processed, I 
know that such visas represent one 
short-term answer to our needs. 

One reason that Austin, Texas pros-
pers is by living the lyrics of that great 
Texan Lyle Lovett, who sings, ‘‘Oh no, 
you’re not from Texas, but Texas wants 
you anyway.’’ We have attracted the 
best and brightest people from all over 
the world in part, through this H–1B 
program, to sustain our high-tech in-
dustries. 

A high-tech leader in Austin, only a 
couple of months ago, was telling me 
that his situation in not being able to 
get qualified people to do the jobs that 
needed to be filled yesterday is not un-
like a steel mill that cannot get an 
adequate supply of iron ore. 

Because we have such a serious prob-
lem, with unemployment at an all-time 
low, in being able to get needed work-
ers, I joined with a bipartisan coalition 
back in March to increase the supply of 
visas and to reform the process by 
which they are provided. The gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN) 
has been entirely too modest tonight. 
Without her determined leadership in 
forging a bipartisan coalition, we 
would not have secured H–1B legisla-
tion this year. My regret is that it is 
here in this fashion, and that so little 
has been done to address the other crit-
ical needs such as for modernizing im-
migration services with on-line filing 
and monitoring. 

I am here not because I think this is 
a good bill, but because it is the only 
bill that the House leadership will per-
mit us to consider on this issue. To 
schedule this debate 3 hours after 
Members were told they could leave 
the Capitol because there would be no 
further votes, to schedule it in a way 
that limits the debate time to a few 
minutes, to deny all perfecting amend-
ments, is all too typical of the way this 
House has operated this year under the 
Republican leadership. But after 
months of inaction on much a critical 
high tech issue, this unfortunate ap-
proach shortchanges both this House 
and our high-tech industry.

In what will hopefully be a much better Con-
gress next year, I will continue seeking more 
comprehensive legislation to reform the visa 
process and to create a separate ‘‘tech visa.’’ 
At the same time we must also make much 
more effective use of visa fee revenue to de-
velop the skills of young Americans to fill fu-
ture tech job openings so that even more of 
our neighbors can share our economic suc-
cess. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this bill. I 

particularly want to thank the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN) 
for her outstanding leadership on this 
issue. She has been working a long 
time at it and has done a tremendous 
job, and this is very important to the 
future of our economy. 

I too regret a little bit the way this 
bill has come to the floor, but it is still 
a critical issue if we are going to move 
forward with the high-tech economy 
and keep our economy moving. 

We all know that the long-term solu-
tion to the skills gap we have in this 
country is not going to be immigrants 
from other countries. The long-term 
solution definitely involves improving 
our education system, and we are 
working to do that and we must work 
to do that. But in the short-term it is 
to our country’s advantage to go out 
and take the best and brightest from 
the rest of the world and bring them to 
the U.S. to help grow our economy. 

I guess the strongest disagreement I 
have with the opponents of this legisla-
tion is their claim that it is going to 
cost us jobs. It is going to create jobs. 
In the Seattle-Puget Sound corridor, 
every high-tech job has an incredible 
multiplier effect. It creates jobs. Bring-
ing in people who can fill these jobs is 
going to allow not just the Microsofts 
and the Boeings, but hundreds, if not 
thousands, of small companies in my 
district and my region to grow, by get-
ting the skilled workers they need to 
enable them to continue to compete in 
our global economy and grow and actu-
ally create jobs. 

It is in our best interest to bring the 
best and the brightest from the rest of 
the world here to help our economy. 
That is the competitive and wise thing 
to do. 

This bill moves us in the right direc-
tion. There are many other immigra-
tion issues that need to be addressed. 
The gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN) once again has been an out-
standing leader on all of those issues. 
We should address them, and we will 
work on them. But expanding the num-
ber of skilled workers that our busi-
nesses in this country have access to is 
the most critical issue facing business. 

Every business I go to, when I ask 
them what issues are most important 
to them, they always tell me the same 
thing: workforce. ‘‘We can’t get the 
people we need to grow to the level 
that we could be growing if we had 
those employees.’’ 

This is a critical issue. I urge this 
House to pass this. It is not a perfect 
process. Nobody ever said Congress was 
a perfect process. But it is a good bill 
that we should support. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) to 
close. Let me point out that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) 
has been the fire and the work behind 
the bill in getting it to this point. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:33 Dec 21, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00089 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\H03OC0.003 H03OC0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 20617October 3, 2000
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

OSE). The gentleman from California is 
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, in less 
than 2 hours millions of Americans are 
going to be watching what will cer-
tainly be a very exciting and stimu-
lating debate that will take place be-
tween Governor Bush and Vice Presi-
dent GORE. It is going to be a very par-
tisan debate, and that is why I am 
happy that we in the House of Rep-
resentatives just 2 hours before that 
debate are able to participate in a very 
important bipartisan effort here. It is 
one, as my friend, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LOFGREN), said, 
that began over a year ago. And, yes, it 
was about a year ago that we began 
working together on this issue. 

I want to say, first of all, that the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Im-
migration and Claims (Mr. SMITH), has 
been extremely helpful in moving this 
process ahead, and there are a litany of 
people on our side who have always 
worked very hard on this: the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CANNON), who is 
managing this bill now; the gentleman 
from California (Mr. COX); the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS); the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE); and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. EHLERS), who has the very im-
portant component which really has 
not been mentioned a lot, and that is 
the issue of education, his focus on 
math and science education, which will 
create a scenario where we do not have 
to rely on H–1B visas for these jobs to 
be filled in the United States. 

That is the long-term solution. I 
should say that is why my colleague, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MOAKLEY), the ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Rules, 
and I have joined just a little while ago 
in introducing H.R. 5362, which takes 
the very important component in our 
legislation which is designed to in-
crease the fee from $500 to $1,000. Why? 
So that we can have the resources nec-
essary to address these very important 
issues which the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) has focused on. 

Now, let me say that, again, this has 
been a bipartisan effort, and I want to 
express my appreciation to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN). 
We have gone through some bumpy 
times on this issue; but we have come, 
again, to accept this very, very great 
piece of legislation that our colleagues 
in the Senate by a vote of 96 to 1 have 
passed. 

Also there are other people on the 
other side of the aisle who have worked 
hard on this, including the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. MORAN); my col-
league, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DOOLEY); and the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. SMITH), who just 
spoke very eloquently about the fact 
that we will be creating jobs right here 
in the United States by increasing the 
number of H–1B visas. 

Today there are about 300,000 jobs 
that need to be filled, and those jobs 
have not been filled. Why? Because we 
do not have the expertise here in the 
United States to do that. Now, what is 
it that can allow us to fill them? To 
make sure that we break down barriers 
and allow that expertise, regardless of 
where it is in the world, to be right 
here in the United States. 

The gentleman from Utah (Mr. CAN-
NON) just quoted the chairman of Intel, 
Craig Barrett, who said very appro-
priately that we can either choose to 
import workers, or export jobs. The 
fact is there are countries in the world 
today that would very much like us to 
see not only the jobs, but actually the 
bases for these operations, the head-
quarters, to move to Singapore, Ireland 
or other spots in the world. We need to 
do everything we can to break down 
government barriers, so that we can 
make sure that that expertise is here. 

Now, a number of people have men-
tioned the fact that we have seen tre-
mendous strides in the area of bio-
technology. The gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. CANNON) just spoke eloquently 
about the genome project. When you 
look at the fact that we want to cure a 
wide range of diseases that are out 
there, Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, can-
cer, heart disease, we need to make 
sure that we continue with innovation. 
That is why the pharmaceutical indus-
try, which I know has been criticized in 
this presidential debate, is very key. 
They have to have the expertise avail-
able to do this. Also in the technology 
sector, again, that ripple effect which 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH) mentioned is so key, because 
jobs will be created right here. 

What we have is a situation where we 
are relying on people and brain power, 
not steel and machines. That is the 
wave of the future. So for us to break 
down a governmental barrier is the 
best thing for us. That is why, Mr. 
Speaker, I am very proud that we are 
going to move forward in doing the 
right thing. 

The gentleman from Illinois (Speaker 
HASTERT) and the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), our majority lead-
er, have worked long and hard and have 
been very supportive of this. I am 
pleased that having gone through this 
challenging time, that we have come 
together in a bipartisan way. 

I hope that we can overwhelmingly 
pass this, take this language, send it 
down to the President for his signa-
ture, and improve the quality of life for 
the people in the United States and 
around the world, and increase the 
number of American jobs right here for 
Americans.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
support S. 2045, the American Competitive-
ness in the Twenty-First Century Act of 2000. 

In the summer of 1999, the House Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Immigration and Claims held 
hearings to investigate the workforce shortage 

affecting America’s high-tech industry. The 
high-tech industry’s explosion in the U.S. has 
created over 1 million jobs since 1993 and has 
produced an industry unemployment rate of 
1.4 percent. As a result, our nation’s economy 
has soared and the American people are en-
joying the highest standard of living in history. 

However, the United States’ computer and 
information technology industry does not have 
access to growing numbers of highly skilled 
personnel. Lack of skilled workers threatens 
our nation’s ability to maintain robust eco-
nomic growth and expanding opportunities. 
The H–1B visa program allows foreign profes-
sionals to enter and work ‘‘temporarily’’ in the 
U.S. There are currently over 364,000 unfilled 
positions in the high-tech industry. In Northern 
Virginia alone, there are 28,000 openings. The 
Department of Labor projects that this deficit 
will increase by 1 million workers in the next 
decade. At the present time, the annual limit 
for granting H–1B visas is 115,000, which was 
reached in March, 2000. 

America needs to sustain its position as the 
world leader in the information technology in-
dustry. The critical need for highly-skilled infor-
mation technology workers demands that we 
take action now to ensure our continued 
strength in light of today’s global economy. 
There is no question that we need to educate 
our children and retrain our current workers to 
fulfill the demands of an IT workplace. But 
these are long-term challenges that we are at-
tempting to address in this legislation and 
through education programs and IT training 
tax incentives, among others. 

We must ease the short-term skilled worker 
shortage that is a function of a booming indus-
try that has increased employment and con-
tributed to a growing budget surplus. And we 
need to do so by increasing American compa-
nies’ access to the best-educated and best-
trained minds if we are to maintain our posi-
tion as the leader of the Information Age. In-
deed, many of these workers are trained in 
American universities. Yet we send them back 
home to use those skills on behalf of our com-
petitors. Let us keep these minds within Amer-
ica’s borders for the benefit of American citi-
zens. 

There have been concerns expressed that 
companies want foreign skilled workers in 
order to avoid paying American citizens’ high-
er wages to do the same job. However, tem-
porary employees are not paid any less than 
their counterparts. In fact, I find it difficult to 
believe that a company would endure the 
time-consuming process and cost of attracting 
a foreign worker instead of hiring home-grown 
talent. 

As an original sponsor of the Dreier-Lofgren 
HI–TECH Act, I am very pleased that we are 
moving quickly to pass the H–1B legislation 
approved by the other body. I am a firm be-
liever in the market system. Here, the informa-
tion technology industry is experiencing a 
shortage of highly-trained and skilled workers, 
forcing them to look abroad for such trained 
professionals. With this legislation, we can be 
certain that as we shift the focus of our early 
educational efforts to fulfilling the demands of 
an Information Economy, that in the mean-
time, the best and brightest minds will guide 
America into the new millennium. For these 
reasons, I urge all of my colleagues to vote in 
favor of S. 2045. 
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question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. CANNON) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the Senate bill, S. 2045, as amend-
ed. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill, as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

TRUTH IN REGULATING ACT OF 
2000 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the Senate bill (S. 1198) to establish a 
3-year pilot project for the General Ac-
counting Office to report to Congress 
on economically significant rules of 
Federal agencies, and for other pur-
poses. 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 1198

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Truth in 
Regulating Act of 2000’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this Act are to—
(1) increase the transparency of important 

regulatory decisions; 
(2) promote effective congressional over-

sight to ensure that agency rules fulfill stat-
utory requirements in an efficient, effective, 
and fair manner; and 

(3) increase the accountability of Congress 
and the agencies to the people they serve. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the term—
(1) ‘‘agency’’ has the meaning given such 

term under section 551(1) of title 5, United 
States Code; 

(2) ‘‘economically significant rule’’ means 
any proposed or final rule, including an in-
terim or direct final rule, that may have an 
annual effect on the economy of $100,000,000 
or more or adversely affect in a material way 
the economy, a sector of the economy, pro-
ductivity, competition, jobs, the environ-
ment, public health or safety, or State, local, 
or tribal governments or communities; and 

(3) ‘‘independent evaluation’’ means a sub-
stantive evaluation of the agency’s data, 
methodology, and assumptions used in devel-
oping the economically significant rule, in-
cluding—

(A) an explanation of how any strengths or 
weaknesses in those data, methodology, and 
assumptions support or detract from conclu-
sions reached by the agency; and 

(B) the implications, if any, of those 
strengths or weaknesses for the rulemaking. 
SEC. 4. PILOT PROJECT FOR REPORT ON RULES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) REQUEST FOR REVIEW.—When an agency 

publishes an economically significant rule, a 
chairman or ranking member of a committee 
of jurisdiction of either House of Congress 
may request the Comptroller General of the 
United States to review the rule. 

(2) REPORT.—The Comptroller General 
shall submit a report on each economically 
significant rule selected under paragraph (4) 
to the committees of jurisdiction in each 
House of Congress not later than 180 cal-

endar days after a committee request is re-
ceived. The report shall include an inde-
pendent evaluation of the economically sig-
nificant rule by the Comptroller General. 

(3) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The inde-
pendent evaluation of the economically sig-
nificant rule by the Comptroller General 
under paragraph (2) shall include—

(A) an evaluation of the agency’s analysis 
of the potential benefits of the rule, includ-
ing any beneficial effects that cannot be 
quantified in monetary terms and the identi-
fication of the persons or entities likely to 
receive the benefits; 

(B) an evaluation of the agency’s analysis 
of the potential costs of the rule, including 
any adverse effects that cannot be quantified 
in monetary terms and the identification of 
the persons or entities likely to bear the 
costs; 

(C) an evaluation of the agency’s analysis 
of alternative approaches set forth in the no-
tice of proposed rulemaking and in the rule-
making record, as well as of any regulatory 
impact analysis, federalism assessment, or 
other analysis or assessment prepared by the 
agency or required for the economically sig-
nificant rule; and 

(D) a summary of the results of the evalua-
tion of the Comptroller General and the im-
plications of those results. 

(4) PROCEDURES FOR PRIORITIES OF RE-
QUESTS.—The Comptroller General shall have 
discretion to develop procedures for deter-
mining the priority and number of requests 
for review under paragraph (1) for which a re-
port will be submitted under paragraph (2). 

(b) AUTHORITY OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—
Each agency shall promptly cooperate with 
the Comptroller General in carrying out this 
Act. Nothing in this Act is intended to ex-
pand or limit the authority of the General 
Accounting Office. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the General Accounting Office to carry out 
this Act $5,200,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2002. 
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE AND DURATION OF 

PILOT PROJECT. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This Act and the 

amendments made by this Act shall take ef-
fect 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) DURATION OF PILOT PROJECT.—The pilot 
project under this Act shall continue for a 
period of 3 years, if in each fiscal year, or 
portion thereof included in that period, a 
specific annual appropriation not less than 
$5,200,000 or the pro-rated equivalent thereof 
shall have been made for the pilot project. 

(c) REPORT.—Before the conclusion of the 
3-year period, the Comptroller General shall 
submit to Congress a report reviewing the ef-
fectiveness of the pilot project and recom-
mending whether or not Congress should per-
manently authorize the pilot project. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 1198. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection.

b 1915 
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 1198 is Truth in Reg-
ulating Act of 2000. It is a bipartisan 
good government bill. It establishes a 
regulatory analysis function with the 
General Accounting Office. This func-
tion is intended to enhance congres-
sional responsibility for regulatory de-
cisions developed under the laws Con-
gress enacts. It is the product of the 
leadership over the past few years of 
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
KELLY), the chairwoman of the Sub-
committee on Regulatory Reform and 
Paperwork Reduction, who will be join-
ing us here in a few minutes. 

The most basic reason for supporting 
this bill is constitutional, as Congress 
needs a Congressional Budget Office to 
check and balance the executive 
branch in the budget office, so too does 
it need an analytic capability to check 
and balance the executive branch in 
the regulatory process. GAO is a log-
ical location since it already has some 
regulatory review responsibilities 
under the Congressional Review Act. 

Mr. Speaker, article 1, section 1 of 
the U.S. Constitution vests all legisla-
tive powers in the U.S. Congress. While 
Congress may not delegate its legisla-
tive functions, it routinely authorizes 
executive branch agencies to issue 
rules that implement laws passed by 
Congress. Congress has become increas-
ingly concerned about its responsi-
bility to oversee agency rulemaking, 
especially due to the extensive costs 
and impacts of Federal Rules. 

During the 105th Congress, the House 
Government Reform Subcommittee on 
National Economic Growth, Natural 
Resources and Regulatory Affairs 
chaired by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. MCINTOSH) held a hearing on the 
earlier Kelly regulatory analysis bill, 
H.R. 1704. This bill sought to establish 
a new, freestanding congressional agen-
cy. The subcommittee then marked up 
and reported her bill, H.R. 1704, and 
called for the establishment of a new 
legislative branch, Congressional Office 
of Regulatory Analysis commonly re-
ferred to as CORA, to analyze all major 
rules and report to Congress on poten-
tial costs, benefits, and alternative ap-
proaches that could achieve the same 
regulatory goals at lower costs. 

This agency was intended to aid Con-
gress in analyzing Federal regulations. 
The committee report stated Congress 
needs the expertise that CORA would 
provide to carry out its duty under the 
CRA. Currently Congress does not have 
the information it needs to carefully 
evaluate regulations. The only anal-
yses it has to rely on are those pro-
vided by the agencies which promul-
gate the rules. 

There is no official, third-party anal-
ysis of new regulations. Unfortunately, 
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